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CHAPTER 6 
ALTERNATIVES 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that environmental impact reports (EIRs) 

“describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any 

of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (14 

CCR 15126.6(a)). The CEQA Guidelines direct that the selection of alternatives be governed by “a 

rule of reason” (14 CCR 15126.6(a) and (f)). As defined by the CEQA Guidelines:  

The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that 

requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 

choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR 

need examine in detail only the ones that the Lead Agency determines could 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project (14 CCR 15126.6(f)). 

As presented in prior sections of this EIR, the proposed project would result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts with respect to noise, recreation, and transportation. These impacts are 

summarized below:  

 Noise: The primary on-site noise source would be from the proposed public address (PA) 

system. Combined (crowd noise, PA system noise, and ambient [traffic] noise) sound levels 

range from approximately 69 A-weighted decibels equivalent sound level (dBA Leq) at 

residences to the northeast of the project site, to approximately 76 dBA Leq at the nearest 

residences directly east of the project site. Compared to the existing modeled noise levels, 

the periodic sound level increase at the nearby residences would range from approximately 

7 to 13 decibels (dB). The periodic increase in noise of up to 13 dB is considered a substantial 

noise increase. Various mitigation measures were considered and were determined to be 

either ineffective or infeasible, as discussed further in EIR Section 4.5, Noise. Therefore, the 

impact of on-site operational noise from the proposed project on off-site residences is 

considered significant and unavoidable.  

The proposed project’s operational noise impacts also include periodic increases in off-site 

noise generated by vehicular traffic. On Saturdays, when football games would take place, 

greater numbers of vehicle trips would be generated during the approximately 2 hours of 

arrival time (generally in the late morning/early afternoon hours) and 2 hours of departure 

time (generally in the late afternoon hours). For the existing traffic scenario, project-

related, peak-hour traffic noise levels are predicted to increase approximately 0 to 6 

dB, depending on the location. For Year 2030 traffic scenarios, project -related, peak-

hour traffic noise levels are predicted to increase approximately 0 to 5 dB, depending 
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on the location. Periodic changes in the traffic noise level of up to 5 to 6 dB are 

considered clearly audible.  

Because the project-related traffic noise increases are predicted to occur for relatively short 

periods (for the 2 hours prior to and 2 hours after the games), these increases would not 

result in a significant change in the overall 24-hour noise levels. The maximum periodic 

traffic noise of 6 dB would result in a 1 dB or less increase in terms of the community noise 

equivalent level (CNEL), which is not perceptible or significant. Nonetheless, based on the 

Federal Interagency Committee on Noise thresholds for increases in community noise, the 

periodic noise increase (in terms of hourly average (Leq)) at residences along the east side 

of North Berkeley Avenue between East Chapman Avenue and North Lemon Street is 

considered substantial. Because the project would result in periodic noise level increases 

of up to 6 dB, and because there is no feasible mitigation to address this vehicular-based 

noise (as discussed further in EIR Section 4.5, Noise), this is considered a significant and 

unavoidable impact. 

 Recreation: The project includes the construction of a recreational facility, and the impacts 

of that proposal are analyzed throughout this EIR. The proposed project would result in 

significant and unavoidable noise and transportation impacts (as summarized here); 

therefore, impacts related to recreation are significant and unavoidable. 

Transportation: Intersections that would be impacted during a Saturday field event 

include Lemon Street at Berkeley Avenue, Berkeley Avenue at College Driveway No. 1, 

and Berkeley Avenue at College Driveway No. 2. Implementation of a Traffic 

Management Plan at these key intersections would mitigate the impacts; however, because 

the implementation of a Traffic Management Plan requires the City of Fullerton’s 

involvement, impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable.  

Intersections that would be impacted during a Friday night field event include Lemon Street 

at Berkeley Avenue, Lemon Street at Fullerton College Drive, Berkeley Avenue at College 

Driveway No. 1, and Berkeley Avenue at College Driveway No. 2. Implementation of a 

Traffic Management Plan at these key intersections would mitigate the impacts; however, 

because the implementation of a Traffic Management Plan requires the City of Fullerton’s 

involvement, impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable.  

In the Year 2030 plus Project cumulative condition, Saturday Event traffic would 

significantly impact the State College Boulevard/Chapman Avenue intersection. This fair 

share contribution would be applied to the Citywide Traffic Impact Fee, pursuant to 

Chapter 21.30 of the City’s Municipal Code – Fees for Traffic Impact Mitigation. Although 

implementation of improvements at State College Boulevard/Chapman Avenue would 

reduce potential impacts, the proposed project cannot guarantee that these improvements, 
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which are located in the City of Fullerton, will be implemented. Therefore, impacts are 

significant and unavoidable. 

Additionally, an analysis of Year 2030 plus Project Weekday traffic indicates that the 

proposed project would impact the State Route (SR) 57 NB Ramps at Chapman Avenue. 

With implementation of improvements at the ramps, the impact would be less than 

significant. Although implementation of improvements at the state-controlled intersection 

of the SR-57 NB Ramps/Chapman Avenue would sufficiently mitigate the impact of 

project traffic, the proposed project cannot guarantee that these improvements, which are 

located in the City of Fullerton and/or also under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, will be 

implemented. Therefore, impacts are significant and unavoidable. 

Further, Saturday Event traffic is anticipated to significantly impact one freeway segment 

under the Existing plus Project condition, two freeway segments under the Year 2020 

Cumulative plus Project condition, and three freeway segments under the Year 2030 

Buildout plus Project condition. The three freeway segments forecast to operate at an 

unacceptable level of service during a Saturday Event in Year 2030 are key freeway segment 

no. 4, SR-57 at Chapman; key freeway segment no. 6, westbound SR-91 west of Harbor 

Boulevard; and key freeway segment no. 7, eastbound SR-91 west of Harbor Boulevard. The 

proposed project’s incremental impacts on these freeway segments are considered 

unmitigable, as there are no feasible mitigation measures that will reduce cumulative 

mainline impacts to below significance thresholds or achieve acceptable service level goals. 

Impacts to these freeway segments, therefore, are significant and unavoidable.  

Additionally, Saturday Event traffic during peak hours would significantly impact one 

freeway ramp (i.e., no. 7 – diverge segment), which is forecast to operate at an unacceptable 

level of service in the Year 2020 Cumulative plus Project condition. Three freeway ramps 

are forecast to operate at an unacceptable level of service in the Year 2030 Cumulative plus 

Project condition during the Saturday Event peak hours (i.e., no. 4 – merge segment; no. 6 

– merge segment; and no. 7 – diverge segment). Impacts to these freeway ramps, therefore, 

are cumulatively significant.  

Consistent with CEQA, the analysis presented in this chapter considers whether a reasonable range 

of alternatives to the proposed Sherbeck Field Improvements Project (proposed project) could 

reduce those impacts.  

The selection of alternatives and their discussion must “foster informed decision making and 

public participation” (14 CCR 15126.6(a)). Therefore, this chapter identifies potential alternatives 

to the proposed project and evaluates them, as required by CEQA. 
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6.1 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

As presented in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR, the proposed project’s objectives are 

as follows:  

 Provide a facility for the Fullerton College football program at Fullerton College that meets 

the college field and goalpost sizing requirements of the California Community College 

Athletic Association Regulations, Bylaw 4.26A.  

 Provide a facility for the Fullerton College football program for full-season play so that the 

college does not have to request waivers from the Southern California Football Association 

to play at high school fields.  

 Provide field lighting to allow for more evening class options for the physical education 

program to meet student demand, and to allow for evening soccer games and occasional 

evening football games. 

 Install permanent bleachers so that Fullerton College can host regular season and playoff 

football games at the college.  

 Install permanent bleachers so that Fullerton College can reduce the costs associated with 

renting bleachers for the annual Fullerton College commencement ceremony.  

 Construct a press box, which is required for football games in order to house football 

coaching staff, media, and statisticians. 

 Construct a storage building to address the inadequacy of the current storage of football 

equipment and track and field equipment at the field house. 

These objectives are considered in evaluating the alternatives contained in this chapter.  

6.2  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND ELIMINATED DURING 
THE SCOPING/PROJECT PLANNING PROCESS 

The CEQA Guidelines provide that this EIR should “identify any alternatives that were considered by 

the Lead Agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the 

reasons underlying the Lead Agency’s determination” (14 CCR 15126.6(c)). The following is a 

discussion of the Sherbeck Field alternatives considered during the scoping and planning process and 

the reasons they were not selected for detailed analysis in this EIR. Because Fullerton College has 

considered several potential projects involving a stadium at Sherbeck Field over the course of the past 

20 years, the following is brief overview of the planning process during that time frame. 
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In 1999, during the campus’ facilities master planning process,1 Fullerton College considered a 

new, all-purpose stadium with seating for 10,000 to 12,000 spectators that would be available for 

joint use by the campus and community as one of the top priorities. When Measure X was passed,2 

the original plan was to demolish Building 1200 and construct a new physical education complex 

(gyms, weight room, and offices) and build an on-campus stadium. When bond monies ran out, 

the District planned instead to remodel Building 1200, build a new field house, and build an on-

campus stadium. The remodeling of Building 1200 has not been completed; a new field house was 

built in 2010;and the District has now proposed the Sherbeck Field Improvements project instead 

of construction of an on-campus stadium.  

Another option considered was a football-only stadium. Those plans eventually faded, since they 

were dependent on a location for the stadium that is where the Fullerton Union High School farm3 

is sited. Since this site is under Fullerton Union High School’s jurisdiction, and Fullerton Union 

High School plans to keep the farm where it is currently sited, the District would not be able to 

construct a stadium at this location. In 2010, the field house, synthetic field, and rubberized track 

were constructed as part of Bond Measure X, and are all part of the existing Sherbeck Field. When 

the Sherbeck Field Improvements Project was publicly bid for construction in Fall 2008, lights and 

bleachers were part of the project. Community feedback led to the removal of the lights and 

bleachers as part of the project.  

In the 2017 Master Plan Program EIR, the Sherbeck Field improvements were initially included 

in the plan, but after significant public comment, the project was removed from the Master Plan 

Program EIR, and a separate NOP and Initial Study was circulated in 2018, so that the public 

would have a chance to review the project in detail and comment on an EIR specific to the project. 

This EIR is the District’s commitment to that promise to the public to engage in a detailed analysis 

of the project’s impacts as well as a thorough alternatives analysis. 

As to selecting an alternative location for the proposed project, the “key question and first step in 

[the] analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or 

substantially lessened by putting the project in another location” (14 CCR 15126(f)(2)(A)). “Only 

                                                
1  Fullerton College’s Facilities Master Plan includes a number of near-, mid- and long-term improvements designed 

to update and modernize campus facilities in order to accommodate projected growth in the student body and meet 

the North Orange County Community College District’s academic mission. The current Facilities Master Plan was 

adopted in December 2017, and does not include the improvements to Sherbeck Field proposed by this project. 
2  Measure X, approved by voters in 2002, provided $239 million for the improvement and expansion of North 

Orange County Community College District-wide facilities. As a result, 22 major projects were completed or 

addressed at Cypress College, Fullerton College, and the School of Continuing Education.  
3  This area houses the Fullerton Union High School Farm and Agriculture Department. The history of the high 

school and the junior college are intertwined until 1935 when the District purchased 16 acres of land for the junior 

college, and the College could develop independently of the high school. However, today the land for the farm 

school is across Lemon Street on the main campus for Fullerton College. 
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locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need 

be considered for inclusion in the EIR” (14 CCR 15126(f)(2)(A)).  

The City of Fullerton recommends including an analysis of the ability to construct a new stadium 

at the Cypress College campus. However, there is no funding for the proposed project at Cypress 

College (Giles, pers. comm. 2019). Further, new construction at Cypress College would result in 

greater impacts than the proposed project or moving the project to an existing field at an alternative 

location. The proposed project involves installation of improvements to Sherbeck Field, which 

would result in fewer construction activities compared the construction of an entirely new stadium 

at the Cypress College campus. Therefore, the proposed project would generate fewer 

construction-related air quality, greenhouse gas, noise, and traffic impacts than construction of a 

new stadium at the Cypress College campus. Additionally, there would be no new construction 

resulting from using an alternative location, and thus, construction-related air quality, greenhouse 

gas, noise, and traffic impacts (and potentially others) would also be less than construction of a 

new stadium at the Cypress College campus.  

6.3  ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 

This section discusses a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, including a no 

project alternative in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e). These alternatives 

include the following: 

 No Project Alternative: No Development/Continued Use of Yorba Linda High School  

 Reduced Project Alternative  

 Alternative Site Location at California State University, Fullerton  

 Alternative Site Location at Fullerton Union High School  

Each alternative’s environmental impacts are compared to the proposed project and determined to 

be environmentally superior, neutral, or inferior. Figure 6-1 shows the alternative locations for 

Yorba Linda High School; California State University, Fullerton (CSUF); and Fullerton Union 

High School in relation to Fullerton College. 

As background, numerous comment letters submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP) for this EIR referenced the CSUF Stadium and Fullerton Union High School Stadium as 

two proximate and viable alternative locations for the proposed project. As such, they are 

considered in this analysis.  

However, as to the latter location (Fullerton Union High School Stadium), in 2017, the California 

Community College Athletic Association revised the bylaws applicable to football games, 

rendering high school fields unsuitable for college competition due to goalpost and field sizing 
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requirements. Specifically, the March 2017 emergency legislation for California Community 

College Athletic Association Bylaw 4.2.6A was to prohibit the waiving of Rule 1, Section 2 of the 

NCAA Football Rulebook (governing the line striping and size of goal posts field requirements) 

for playoff and the state championship games (California Community College Athletic Association 

Constitution Committee 2017).4  

Fullerton College must apply for a waiver each year from the Southern California Football 

Association (SCFA) to allow play at high school fields for regular season and non-playoff games. 

The waiver is not guaranteed and leaves the College in a tenuous position each year, as it tries to 

find locations for regular season and non-playoff games. (Additionally, as mentioned above, 

Fullerton College is responsible for securing non-high school football fields compliant with Rule 

1, Section 2 of the NCAA Football Rulebook for playoff games and the state championship.) 

Therefore, the Fullerton Union High School Stadium, the Yorba Linda High School Stadium, and 

any other high school football field are not feasible alternatives over the long term because: (1) 

they are dependent upon the granting of a waiver to Fullerton College each year to play at high 

school fields for regular season and non-playoff games, and (2) Fullerton College must also secure 

a non-high school football field for playoff games and the state championship.  

As such, use of high school football fields leaves Fullerton College in a difficult position. For 

example, 2017 was the first year the rule was implemented, and Fullerton College played at 

Whittier College, about 12 miles away from Fullerton College. The access and parking at Whittier 

College were very difficult. There are also costs associated with renting other fields. The Whittier 

College field cost approximately $5,000 for the rental (Whittier College 2017). Although the 

Yorba Linda High School Stadium and Fullerton Union High School Stadium are not considered 

long-term feasible alternatives, the continued use of the Yorba Linda High School Stadium and 

the use of Fullerton Union High School Stadium as alternative locations to the Sherbeck Field site 

are analyzed in Section 6.3.  

It also is noted that Section 15126.6(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an alternatives discussion 

focus on alternatives to the project or its location that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening 

any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the 

attainment of the project objectives or would be more costly. The proposed Sherbeck Field 

Improvements Project would result in significant and unavoidable noise impacts (see EIR Section 4.5, 

Noise). Moving the project to an alternative location would avoid the noise impact to the campus’ 

neighbors east of North Berkeley Avenue, but likely would shift those impacts to other locations and 

                                                
4  Palomar College and Fullerton College are the only two Southern California community colleges that play at high 

school fields. Palomar College is now constructing their own football field. Sooner rather than later, all 

community colleges will be required by the California Community College Athletic Association to play on college 

fields (Giles, pers. comm. 2019).  
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other noise-sensitive receptors. Nonetheless, based on the NOP comments, Section 6.3 considers 

alternative locations for the project at CSUF and Fullerton Union High School.  

6.3.1 No Project Alternative: No Development/Continued Use of 
Yorba Linda High School  

Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate and analyze the 

impacts of a no project alternative. The “purpose of describing and analyzing a no project 

alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project 

with the impacts of not approving the proposed project” (14 CCR 15126.6(e)(1)). When defining 

the no project alternative, the analysis shall be informed by “what would be reasonably expected 

to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and 

consistent with available infrastructure and community services” (14 CCR 15126.6(e)(2)).  

Here, the No Project Alternative consists of no changes to the existing Sherbeck Field and the 

continued use of Yorba Linda High School for certain campus-related functions (e.g., football). 

Under the No Project Alternative, the bleachers, PA sound system, and press box associated with the 

proposed project would not be added to the existing field. Rather, the field would remain as it is 

today: class offerings would be capped at sunset; temporary bleacher seating would be rented each 

year for commencement ceremonies; regular football games would not be played at Fullerton 

College (but rather would be hosted at Yorba Linda High School’s field for as long as the SCFA 

allows it); and Fullerton College would continue to find a non-high school field in compliance with 

Rule 1, Section 2 of the NCAA Football Rulebook for playoff games.5 Football practice, soccer 

practice and Friday evening soccer games, and track and field practice and events would occur at 

Sherbeck Field under the No Project Alternative, as a continuation of the existing operations. In 

addition, with the No Project Alternative, Fullerton College would continue to rent out Sherbeck 

Field to private schools and organizations to host athletic competitions and practices, and the 

Fullerton College annual commencement ceremony would continue to take place at Sherbeck Field. 

Figure 6-2 shows the alternative at Yorba Linda High School. 

Analysis 

Aesthetics 

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no construction activity and no change to the 

current visual appearance of or setting at Sherbeck Field. Since no changes would occur under the 

No Project Alternative, the project site would have no change from the existing environmental 

conditions. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the 

proposed project in terms of aesthetics impacts to the Fullerton College campus environment. 

                                                
5  There are approximately five regular and up to two playoff football games per year (Saghieh, pers. comm. 2017). 
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There also would be no change to the Yorba Linda High School environment compared to the 

existing conditions. 

Air Quality 

Under the No Project Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, there would 

be no short-term, construction-related air pollutant emissions. The No Project Alternative also 

would not introduce additional trip-generating uses to Fullerton College, and would not result in 

corresponding vehicular emissions. Instead, the No Project Alternative would result in the 

continuation of existing emission increments associated with existing uses at Sherbeck Field and 

Yorba Linda High School. Although the proposed project would not exceed the air quality 

thresholds of significance, the No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the 

proposed project in terms of air quality impacts.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Under the No Project Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, there would 

be no short-term, construction-related GHG emissions. Additionally, since no changes in operation 

at Fullerton College or Yorba Linda High School would occur, operational GHG emissions would 

continue as under the current conditions. Although the proposed project would not have significant 

GHG emissions impacts, the No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the 

proposed project in terms of GHG emission impacts. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The proposed project’s hazardous materials contingency plan (see EIR Section 4.4, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials) recommends that soil sampling be conducted in former orchard areas prior 

to construction activities, in order to confirm that residual pesticide concentrations do not exceed 

regulatory levels. The former orchards are located on the eastern portion of the campus, including 

the project site and surrounding area. Because the earthwork processes that took place to develop 

the current field would have reduced any existing pesticide concentrations, the potential for 

pesticides and arsenic to impact the soil is considered low. Nonetheless, the No Project Alternative 

would not disturb any potentially contaminated soils since no construction activities would occur. 

Therefore, the No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project 

in terms of hazards and hazardous materials impacts.  

Noise 

Under the No Project Alternative, no construction activities would occur on the project site; 

therefore, no short-term construction noise from the use of construction equipment, such as heavy 
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equipment, would occur. As such, construction noise impacts to sensitive receptors adjacent to the 

project site would not occur under the No Project Alternative.  

Operational noise impacts associated with the proposed project would include periodic increases in 

on-site noise resulting from the proposed improvements. Based on the Fullerton Municipal Code, the 

proposed project is exempt from the City’s on-site operational noise standards (see Noise Ordinance 

Section 15.90.040.A.1). Therefore, the proposed project would not violate the City’s noise standards. 

However, the periodic increase in noise of up to 13 decibels is considered a substantial noise increase, 

based on the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise guidance. Noise impacts associated with 

periodic operation of the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable. The No Project 

Alternative would have no impacts on Fullerton residents related to operational noise. In addition, 

noise impacts at Yorba Linda High School would remain consistent with the current noise levels 

generated by Fullerton College football games.6 Therefore, the No Project Alternative would be 

environmentally superior to the proposed project in terms of noise impacts.  

Public Services 

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no changes to the existing environmental 

conditions. Thus, the No Project Alternative would not generate additional calls for service, because 

calls generated by the use of Yorba Linda High School’s football field are part of the existing 

conditions. Under the proposed project, there would be few, if any, additional calls for service and 

there would be no need for new or physically altered governmental facilities. As such, the No Project 

Alternative would be environmentally neutral compared to the proposed project in terms of public 

services impacts.  

Recreation 

Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain unchanged. Although the proposed 

project would not expand or result in the construction of additional off-site recreational facilities, the 

proposed project would involve improvements to Sherbeck Field. Because under the No Project 

Alternative there would be no construction of any new facilities, there would be no environmental 

impacts related to construction or operation of facilities. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would 

be environmentally superior to the proposed project in terms of recreation impacts.  

Transportation 

Under the No Project Alternative, no construction activities would occur. As such, no 

construction traffic from haul trucks, cement trucks, equipment and material delivery trucks, or 

                                                
6  While sensitive receptors located approximately 150 feet from Yorba Linda High School’s football field would be 

exposed to similar noise levels as sensitive receptors located approximately 85 feet from Sherbeck Field under the 

proposed project, the noise generated at Yorba Linda High School is part of the existing environmental condition. 
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construction worker vehicles would occur. The No Project Alternative also would not generate 

any new trips compared to the current traffic and circulation conditions at Yorba Linda High 

School. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior compared to 

the proposed project in terms of transportation impacts. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Under the No Project Alternative, no earthwork activities, which could disrupt tribal cultural 

resources, would occur. However, no listed, or eligible for listing, tribal cultural resources were 

identified on the project site as a result of the California Historical Resources Information 

System (CHRIS) records search, Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands 

File search, and Native American consultation. Additionally, the proposed project is subject to 

compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (California Public Resources Code, Section 21074), 

which requires the consideration of impacts to tribal cultural resources as part of the CEQA 

process, and requires the North Orange County Community College District (District) to notify 

groups that are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed 

project and that have requested notification. The District received one request from California 

Native American tribes for AB 52 project notification. The request came from Andrew Salas, 

Chairman of the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians–Kizh Nation. Mr. Salas sent a letter to the 

District dated April 1, 2018, to request formal notification of the project. The District contacted Mr. 

Salas on April 12, 2018, with formal notification of the proposed project. The District followed up with 

an email to Mr. Salas on June 14, 2018, and still has received no response from the tribe. Because the 

District did not receive any response, no consultation was required, and therefore consultation did not 

occur. To date, no known geographically defined tribal cultural resources were identified within, 

or in the immediate vicinity of, the Fullerton College campus during consultation for the 

proposed project. Therefore, the No Project Alternative is environmentally neutral compared to 

the proposed project in terms of tribal cultural resources.  

Utilities and Service Systems 

Under the No Project Alternative, no new construction would occur. The proposed project 

improvements would allow for additional evening physical education classes, and five regular 

and up to two playoff football games per year at Fullerton College. As further described in 

Section 4.10, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would generate a water demand 

of 15,360 gallons per year for academic instruction and 136,740 gallons per year for field events, 

for a total of 152,100 gallons per year. Based on the City’s water demand projections identified in 

the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan and based on the Orange County Sanitation District’s 

remaining capacity, water and wastewater impacts would be less than significant under the 

proposed project. However, under the proposed project, installation of the bleachers on 

existing pervious areas would result in an increase in stormwater flows and would require 
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mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant. Under the No Project Alternative, there 

would not be an increase in impervious areas requiring mitigation at Sherbeck Field. Therefore, 

the No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project in terms 

of utilities and service systems.  

Conclusion 

The No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project in almost 

all resource areas. It would be environmentally neutral compared to the proposed project with 

regard to public services and tribal cultural resources. Although it is part of the existing condition, 

Yorba Linda High School is approximately 7 miles from the campus, and it is not environmentally 

efficient from a mobile emissions standpoint or time standpoint, to have an entire team, support 

staff, and spectators drive to Yorba Linda for Fullerton College football games.  

The adoption of the No Project Alternative would not meet the project objectives identified by the 

District for providing field lighting to allow for more evening class options for the physical 

education program to meet student demand at Fullerton College; it would not provide a football 

field for the Fullerton College football program that meets the sizing requirements of the California 

Community College Athletic Association Regulations, Bylaw 4.2.6A; it is not certain that the 

California Community College Athletic Association would continue to permit waivers for regular 

and non-playoff games at high school fields; and it would not install permanent bleachers so that 

Fullerton College can host regular season and playoff football games at the College and reduce the 

costs associated with renting bleachers for the annual Fullerton College commencement ceremony. 

Additionally, the No Project Alternative would not construct a storage building to address the 

inadequacy of the current storage of football equipment and track and field equipment at the field 

house. Although the No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed 

project, it would not meet the District’s project objectives. 

6.3.2 Reduced Project Alternative 

The Reduced Project Alternative represents a reduction in the proposed project with fewer 

permanent, prefabricated aluminum bleachers. The Reduced Project Alternative chosen for 

analysis is one with capacity for 2,000 seats (1,500 home spectators and 500 visitor spectators) 

because it has the least noise impact of all the reduced project alternatives analyzed by Veneklasen 

Associates, compared to the proposed project, which would install 4,417 seats (2,861 home 

spectators and 1,556 visitor spectators). (A series of reduced project alternatives between 2,000 

and 3,500 seats were considered in the noise analysis conducted by Veneklasen Associates, none 

of which reduced the significant and adverse noise impacts of the proposed project. See Appendix 

E. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Project Alternative would involve the installation of 

bleachers, six field lighting stanchions, a sound system, a press box, and a storage building.  
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Analysis 

Aesthetics 

Construction activities associated with the Reduced Project Alternative would temporarily 

alter the visual character and quality of the project site similarly to the proposed project. For 

example, both the proposed project and the Reduced Project Alternative would result in the 

installation of permanent, prefabricated bleachers (of varied quantities); six light stanchions 

ranging in height from 60 feet to 120 feet; and a storage building that would be 30 feet long by 20 

feet wide by 14 feet high. Although the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a reduction in 

the size of the bleachers, the installation of other improvements at the field would similarly present 

a contrast in mass and scale with the adjacent single-family residences. Therefore, the Reduced 

Project Alternative would be environmentally neutral compared to the proposed project in terms 

of aesthetic impacts.  

Air Quality 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the majority of the proposed project improvements would 

be installed but with a reduction in permanent seating capacity. This would result in a small reduction 

in the construction time associated with installation of the bleachers. With the reduction in 

construction under the Reduced Project Alternative, there would be less construction-related criteria 

air pollutant emissions. However, based on the analysis included within this EIR, the proposed 

project would not generate emissions in excess of the daily construction emissions thresholds.  

Similarly to the proposed project, the Reduced Project Alternative would generate criteria air 

pollutant emissions from mobile sources, including vehicle trips from students and event attendees; 

area sources, including the use of consumer products, architectural coatings for repainting, and 

landscape maintenance equipment; and energy sources. Because the majority of the new 

construction planned under the proposed project would also occur under the Reduced Project 

Alternative, the operational pollutant emissions resulting from area and energy sources would be 

similar to those of the proposed project. The Reduced Project Alternative would involve 

construction of 2,000 permanent seats, compared to the proposed project’s 4,417 permanent seats; 

therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in fewer emissions from mobile sources. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project in 

terms of air quality impacts.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The Reduced Project Alternative’s reduction in the size of the bleachers would result in less 

construction-related GHG emissions compared to the proposed project. With regard to long-term 

operational GHG emissions, the majority of the proposed programming would continue under the 
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Reduced Project Alternative. Both the proposed project and the Reduced Project Alternative would 

result in generation of GHG emissions through motor vehicle trips, landscape maintenance, energy 

use, solid waste disposal, stationary sources, and the use of electricity and natural gas. Project-

related traffic based on permanent seating capacity would be greater under the proposed project 

compared to the Reduced Project Alternative due to the reduction in seating from 4,417 to 2,000. 

Thus, mobile GHG emissions would likely be greater under the proposed project. Therefore, the 

Reduced Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project in terms 

of GHG emissions impacts.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The Reduced Project Alternative would result in similar excavation activities and have the same 

location as the proposed project; therefore, like the proposed project, the Reduced Project 

Alternative could encounter contaminated soil associated with former orchards. Both the Reduced 

Project Alternative and the proposed project would be required to implement mitigation measures 

and comply with the applicable procedures set forth in the hazardous materials contingency plan 

(see EIR Section 4.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials). Therefore, the Reduced Project 

Alternative would be environmentally neutral compared to the proposed project in terms of hazards 

and hazardous materials impacts.  

Noise 

Construction activities under the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a temporary increase 

in noise levels from the operation of construction equipment, similar to the proposed project. The 

Reduced Project Alternative would also expose receptors to elevated noise levels due to 

construction equipment. However, the construction duration of the Reduced Project Alternative 

would be reduced from that of the proposed project due to the reduction in seating capacity.  

Operational noise impacts associated with the proposed project would include periodic increases 

in on-site noise resulting from the proposed improvements. The Reduced Project Alternative 

would reduce the crowd noise as a result of the reduction in seating capacity; however, as shown 

in Table 4.5-11 (see Section 4.5, Noise, of this EIR), the primary on-site noise source would be 

from the proposed PA system. Alternative speaker placement was investigated but found to be 

infeasible because proper placement of these loudspeakers would require installation in the center 

of the proposed track. In addition, the Reduced Project Alternative would slightly reduce periodic 

off-site noise impacts associated with traffic due to the reduced seating capacity. Thus, while the 

Reduced Project Alternative would reduce noise, it would not substantially reduce noise, and noise 

impacts associated with a Reduced Project Alternative would still be significant and unavoidable. 

Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would be environmentally neutral to the proposed 

project in terms of noise impacts.  
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Public Services 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the proposed programming activities would be consistent 

with those that would occur under the proposed project. However, the Reduced Project Alternative 

would have a decreased seating capacity. Under the proposed project, there would be few, if any, 

additional calls for service and there would be no need for new or physically altered governmental 

facilities. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would be environmentally neutral compared to 

the proposed project in terms of public services impacts.  

Recreation 

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in the construction and 

installation of bleachers, lighting, a sound system, a press box, a storage building, and a 

scoreboard. Although the proposed project would not expand or result in the construction of 

additional off-site recreational facilities, both the proposed project and Reduced Project 

Alternative would involve improvements to Sherbeck Field that would have significant and 

unavoidable noise, recreational, and transportation impacts. As such, the potential environmental 

impacts related to recreational facilities are part of the impacts assessment conducted for the 

entirety of the proposed project. The Reduced Project Alternative would result in a shorter 

construction duration and would generate fewer traffic trips compared to the proposed project. 

However, because the Reduced Project Alternative would not reduce the significant and 

unavoidable noise, recreation, and traffic impacts, it would be environmentally neutral to the 

proposed project in terms of recreation impacts.  

Transportation 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, construction activities would occur. As such, 

construction traffic from haul trucks, cement trucks, equipment and material delivery trucks, and 

construction worker vehicles would occur. Once operational, the proposed project would generate 

528 weekday daily trips and 4,307 event daily trips. The Reduced Project Alternative would 

continue to generate 528 weekday daily trips due to the proposed lighting allowing for additional 

evening classes. Based on the generation factor of 0.975 trips/seat used in the Traffic Impact 

Analysis for the proposed project (Appendix F to this EIR), the Reduced Project Alternative would 

generate approximately 1,950 event daily trips, which represents a 55% decrease in event daily 

trips compared to the proposed project. The proposed project would result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts under the Year 2030 traffic conditions at the State College Boulevard/

Chapman Avenue intersection and the state-controlled State Route (SR) 57 northbound (NB) 

Ramps at Chapman Avenue. Although the Reduced Project Alternative would result in decreased 

event daily trip generation, under the Year 2030 traffic conditions, the Reduced Project Alternative 

would only reduce impacts at three intersections to less than significant levels, and would still 
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